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fits Ittf e £fi££imBo«fl the aadlai|ce's peiceptlos/of the 
wceoE^iii^ to the tbI^b, ^ath eaaat date, was ^llewed 

tteae liantis t© anwar a giestlOT aafl tn© »S.«Qtas for £oll«ii up on 
am OB»0B«a««a QMStieBi aa ewall •taUatUn ret^etlefl that Forfl was 
MM 13 fdll«t Of iTOstlonsp iihtl© Cartec was askea -10, aaa that 
«-r«rt •pokt OB e«MEa «M*t *ai a alMtes loBgeE thatt Carter.. 

*hi» tia* ai»«t«p«ncy was eipUiaea if t>a different rates, of 
•piaktag t** ■•b. She eaaera sh^tisfot •aeh canataat* were 
vsalr^ta ^m^^^m^ ^^^i^^''^ was the talkiag 

Mad/showiatr^'iMSe little farlatloB tetifeen aeai ln reaction 

rtots^ etifetr >soj#ct«a a posit ir* iaagt while- ford pt ojectea a 
. aeaatif^&Bii i« shots »here one lan an swep«a while the auaienc* 
obsec^td tlie «tMi» Car tee was shown teactiag to Potd ■ore ^ 
e£tgB#Bt3,T$^ a*a ia caseia shots where aeither aan was talking, there 
was BO aaf»nt*ff« «rl.*«n to either candidate, the eaiera shots for all 
three deljattS were Jnagtd. as fair to both candidates, whether by 
aceia«nt oc df sifii. (Data tables are appeBdea. ) (niX) 
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WimS^OS^^O^ NETITORK OfmiEVll^ CO^iAGi| C)# THE PGRD/CARTSR :PRislQENTIAL^ 



hikm the '»4Kon/Keniiedf a^ataa of 1966^ the Word/mttmt 

debates of IftW promptea coitTOunicatipn scholartvto anaiyze the 

I avsnt from a variety of perspectives. 3f you were one of the festi** ^ 

mated* one hundred million people who watohed the Pc^d/Carter debates i 

you may -remember the followihg introducttons by Walter Cronkite^ the 

CBS anchonBani and Edirfin Newman^ the ABC reporter ^ho moderated the 

_ , ... ..:^iegt debater . * v - - ^ v 

* Gooa evening. Tonight's historic went waa prganized by the 
*I^aga^ of Women Voters* The^ canaidates will be questioiiefl^ by 
a t^anel of three reporters chosen" by the League after dongulta- 
. ti^n with the candidates ^ Other ground rules tonight prohibit 
the television networJcs from showing the reactions of the 
Ittvited audience in- the theater antd limit coverage to pool 
^aiiiferas* ^he event/ls about to begin. 

Goo4. evening. I^*m Edwlri Mpwman^ jnoderator of this first debate 
of the 1976 Gampaign between Gerald R. Ford of Michigan^ 
R^abjioan cahdidate for President > and Jinmy Carter of Georgia , 
Deroodratic candidate iot President. 

Tonight 's^ debate focuses on domestic issues and economic 
policy*.' * . Under the agreed rules the first questioh will 
go to Governor Carter. That was decided by the toss of a cQin* 
' H6 v^ill have up to three minutes to answer* 0n6 follow-up 
question will be parmitted .with up to two minutes to reply. 
President Ford will then have two minutes to respond, Whe n^xt 
question Mil go to President Ford with the samp arrangements 
and* quas^tions will continue to Be alternated between the 
candidates* Each man^will make a three-minute statement at the 
^ ^ end^ , Governor Carter to go first.' president Ford and Governor 
Carter do mot have any notes or prepared remarks with them 
this eveningi » . ' 

Thus I from the very first Introductions of the presidential debates, 

there was an obvious evidence of rules. In fact^ the preparation 

for the. debates^ by the League of Women Voters focused on such things 
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thm nxtg^mr of ^bates, Ctie^ loca^on of ^ch, the tiraing, the 
wtion af ' pan^Hg^^/moderatorsI^ the procedural -rulas of the 
dabata^ itsel\f/ tl^ coverage by the television networks^ and a host 
.of other cpni.ideiratlons. Al^ough there w^m clearly inuah planiilnc 
the real test was the actual televised product — ^what v?as jnade av4i'l-» 
able «to the televisloru audieiioe* One feature of the televised 



proauct has beari ignoradi tha v^arlous implications of the camer^ 
shots* Thareforei are speGlflGally coacerned with tha type. 




\ . m ^ the three . 

Ford/Carter debates.^ ^ ^ 

Our basic assumption througl^ut thi3 paper la that the Mffferent 
camera shots presented different resulting Images of the candidates 
which could have affected the audiences* percaption oj? the candidates* 
tor aiiamplei we were interested in seeking answers to such questions asi C 

. What vere the most characteristic types of camera ihdts in the Ford/earter 

, , ..... 

aebates? Which caotiera shots w&xm the most frequent? p?hlch gandidate was 
"on camera" for the greatest amount of time? What varlariae of caitiera 
shots occurrea for each candidate for each of the three debates? What 
» was the frequency and duration of specific caniera ahots, e*g,^ reaction 
.shots? And^ throughout all of these questions^ we ^'ondered hdw the 

camera shots compared for each candidate for each of the three debates 

■ . 

and in what ways the camera shots varied? 

^ ^- . ' 

' Of course, some of the cainera shots v?e were interested in were 
•not comparable within a single debate^ but rather^ comparable onjy 
within the context^'of all .three debates combined. For example, wheii 
a caroera shot included both candidates ^at the same ttme or when the 
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eamara rhota did not involve ^either canaidate je.^ when the 
s wfts on iin inaividual panallst, the moderatoir, or the full 



p§Lt\0l, ot guestlonars) comparisons eotald only be made across the 



thre< 



a separata debatts 



^ Procedure The senior author previouslyVworked on a study of 
aandiidate image by focusing on nbnverbal features of the Pord/Cart^r 
debates, A direct- feed vidao-tape of the three Ford/Carter debates 
was made with a calibrated timing ^device supsr-imposed, on the bottom 
c^^he so^aan for this earlier paper i these same tapas served the 
present stildy. Thus / as each camera^ shot was presented^ an accurate 
record was made of the typet freguertcy, and duration. 

Findings and. Pi'Scussion . According to the debate rules estab- 



1 lulled by the 
answer eadh g 



league/ each .candidate was al^wed three minutes to 

two minutaa to answer any folloitf^up question, 



\i^stion / 



and his opponent vfas allowed two minutes to respond* So one the 
first questions we asJced was: Which candidate took advantage of these 



time periods to maxlniize hii on-carnera speaking titnes? And/ which 
candidate was asked^ the most follow-up questioni by the panelists? ^ ^ 
Table 1 provides oomparative data for on--camera speaking times and 
also provides data t^e number of follow-up quest jons posed to each 

TABLE 1 . about here 

candld^e* In Rebate I both. Ford and Carter were asked five follow-up 
questions r in Debate II Ford was asked four and Carter threei and in 
.Debate III Ford was aked four and Carter two. jThus, across all three 
debates^ Ford reQelved thirteen follow-up questions to Carter's ten. 



» Sinaa t^a ^febifca'^^^r^ to apk follow-up 



i|ti€stlone when the nu^ar- of euch foriow-up questions 




%^mB ^^^i&mn^A^^ IL^€, , not predete^mlriad) We can only apaculate ^ 
tas to th0 rfeason for the ,\^tf*lance* ; ^ Perhaps the difference in the 
nmnbar of follQw-up quflstiona tf;uggasts that Ford's answer^ were not 
suf f iaientiy alear ^ thus prompting the ^panelists to ask ^follQsf-up * 
questions. This^certain^y was the case in Debate II whan Ford stated 

x' ■ \ ■ = _ " 

that "there is no Soviet ^ddininat ion of Eastern Europe. " Max Frankel \ \ 
of the New York Times probably felfc compelled to ^aek clarification ^ ^ 
in a foirow-up question. 'Of course i the panelists also could have 
requested follow-up quest^Ris merely for the sake of theit own ego 
or to increase their exposure on national television* _ 

Th# question of the maKimuni use o^ tM available time per the, 
candidates is. answered by Table 2. We find- that Ford used more 



. / ^ TABtE 2 about here 

f of his allotted time in each of the three debates* Across all three 
^ , debates^ Ford actually was speaking on^camera for 505 seconds (or about 
8% minutes) longer than Carter* Again, we speculate on the reasons for 
this difference. Carter spoke between 221 to 27% faster than Ford, 
Caa^er Averaged 164'-176 words per iiiinute to Ford's more deliberate 
128^133 words per minute. Thus^ becausp of Carter's faster speaking 
rite^ he w^s able to use 12% more words in 11% less time than Ford.^ 
In BdaitionK the accidental audio bi*eak duri^ the end of Debate 1 
caused an inteWuption of Carter's answer; he was cut off in mid- 
sentence and when th^ audio was resfcor'ed, he^mad| only^a brief comment. 
And, Carter surprised many during Debate III when he was asked if he 
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* had a ]^«sponse (two" minutes were available to him) concerning Ford's 



0 ■ • ' 

to a qiaestlon dealing ifith hia involvteinent in Watergate/^ Carter 

^ ' . * " . ' _ .. . ' ^ ' ' . 

limply replied, "I dfin't have any resportsiB." In retrospect,' this was 

parhaps wif# strategy £or parter. It seemed tp suggest that Ford's 

_^ answer was so o^iou'sly weak that it was unnecessary to feven conunent 

further. * * 

- • > / 

The lEi^t obvloirt feature of the came^^ shots Was when each of 
tha candidates was answering questions or provli^ng responses, The 
^ ^ daminant oainera s^ot was thfe\aniiliar talkpig ha^^houlders' image, 
^not unl^ka watehlng one of the 'conimen^l*^s on the^fctwork avening^ 
mavs* For variation, the diractors /ametime^^oome^^ the 
candidate so that one could see^ the hea^%houlders/t\ands. ^ .And^ there 
Was soma instances in Debates II and jll where the direetor roomed out 
ev^an further so that the television imagfe prov^ided the audience^ wmfe 
that of sitting on the very front row loo^ng over the backs of the 
panelists* However , as Table 3 clearly indicates, there was little 
variation and the dominant one was probably as it should have beeni 
thjt head/shouldfers shot of the individual candidate talking. It is 

; ' ^ ^ ^ — 

TABLE 3 about here 



clear from Table 3* that there was great cdnfiiitency in the a4mera shots 
of the individual candidates while answering questions or prb^iding 
responBes* For example, across all three debates, the head/shoulders 
carnera shot for Ford totaled 89 minutes compared to 88 minutes for 

4 

Carter; .the hefd^shoulders/hands camera shot for Ford was 14 minutes 
io Carter's 12 minutes; and the head/shoul^r s/hands (from behind the 
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jpariell^ts' baoJc> ttttaled I niinute foJr Ford to h inlnute for Carter. 



i f ^ 

.There was Qteatei 



9,Eeater variance In Debatss' II and III in terms of £h© 
tj^as Of camera shots for indiv^ldua^ candiaat^s while talking. We 
spaqulate tl%at this ptobably Is a function of the varlouis directors 
since each ©f th# debates ms the responsibility of a different 
romjor netv^ork (ABC, CBS, ftac)- But clearly, as Iridlcated in Table 3, 

m- ^ - * ■ 

the ABC director omitted the 260m out phots of the individual candi- 
dates entirely. The literature on nonverbal rasearch clearly demon^ 
ptrates tnm iroportance of facial expression j Basically, nonverbal 
conmiimicatton can act ^ repeat, contradicti sabefcitutei complement, 
accent, and iagulate the verbal component of massages.* And, since 
the facial ascpression is tia most important of the nonverbal cues, 
the tighter h^ad/shbulders camera shots would seem to be advantageous 
to the candidate^ but the one niinute difference across all three 
debates is ^ot signif Ic'ant . 

Perhaps one of the most interesting "acdidental" functions of 
the various Camera shots used in the debates involved pandidate 
reactio» shots. Almost all of the debate^ c^mmentaTlas and criticisms 
focused at one time o^ another on candidate image. We suspect that 
much of this imagery is based on the single candidate reactloTi ^iRts,, 
i-te., those instances in v?hich one candidate was ansv^^erlng a question 

.1' ' ' . ' ' ■ . 

or presentJing a response and then the camera switched to the opposing 
candidate to project his nonverbal reaction. Table 4 provides compar- 
abli^ d^a oh single candidate reaction shots* It should be remembered 

TABLE 4 about here ' * 

8 " 



Cliat. tha raaaivar' a paxcm^ption anal Interpretation of non^arbal cues 
takes place very rapidly* Thus, wan though it might appear that 

• ' ; " """ L ' [ " - ' 

the Craquancy and duration of the freaGtlon sho^s suimnarized in 
h, Table 4 are too limited to tak^ orf inuih importance, we take tha 
oppDsite viawi we Jeel tha^tlie reaction shots compris^^erhaps tha 
moat mambrable projected itnagery pf tha candidates. In Debate 
Carter had 4 reaction shots to Fqrd'a 2 and in Debate 111, Carter 



had 4 reaction Bhots t^Foja's.l, 



in Debate II did Ford have 



.^jroori raaqtion m^ptm ^hin^ Wrter 1 1 Ford had 16 and Carter ^h^d 14 , A , 
raview of the viBeo^tapes convioaes us that Ln general the reaction 
shots of Carter projected a poeitive image while the t^aa|^bn shots 
of Fprd proj ac ted/a negative iinage. in terms of, duration, when the 
reaction shots are suimRied for each candidate across all three debates^ 
Ford had-j^^otal reaction sho^s for a total of 1 minute, 33 saconds 
and Carter had 22 total reaatijbn shots for a t*otal of 2' minutes, 11 
seconds. Again, we emphasise /that the 38 seconds difference may seem - 
insignificant, bijt nonverbal cues are perceived very rapidly. We also 
realize that another point of/ view can be taken here. That view is 
that even when one considers /that nonverbal cues ' are indeed transinitted 
rapidlyV the variance in both frequency and juration is so small that 
w^. should cbmpliment the directors fo^ their fairness. Frankly, we do 
riot know whether the slmilar|ity ot t^e frequency and duration of the 
reaction shots are due t© acpcident or design, but we aoknowledge that 
both are much closer and more similar than we eKpected or Remembered, 
And, the fact that we "remembered" ^greater differences suggest^ that 
our earlier expressed view, i.e,, that those 38 seconds of difference 



are significant, has some laerit, 



f9i 



was another type of reaation shot usad in the dab'ates^ 

. " \ ■ ' . 

^^is involvad a wia© , ahot ;Which inoluded bo^h candidates at 

* ' ' " * ' - *^ 

* fch% s^fe^ t.ifq%« Thus, while one eandidate was answering or ra^pond- 

• * *_ * 

in9f> tji0 mudieftca could see the reaction of the opposing candidate* 
T^bla 5 itidl^ataa that Ford received 22 pf thase "dlial" reaction 

' ' TABLE 5 about here * 

reoaiv^a ^7 fuch reaction shots for a total' of 5 minutes and 25 
s^oo^dg. Th'ua^ there was a difference of 2 minutes and 11 seconds 

4 

' which ^r^^antad Cattar reacting to Ford more frequently and for a 
gTaatrnt duration of "time than Ford react ifig to Carter* If wa are 
ootS0c% kn 0LB0igning positive values to reaction shots ^ then Cartar 
wa^ definit#Jy favored here. ^ 

Th^^^ yas another camera shot that included both Candida tas at , 
tile mhtti& titns. ^Jlowaver^ these" shots ware taken when the candidatef 
were ti^t t^ijciiig* ^Theee shots served prftaarlly to provide the audien 
with the oc^iitekt of the physical surroundings and typically foojc plac 
a% th^ b^^inntng of each of the debates and at the end of aach of the 
d0bat%%i In addition, during the long audio breakdown of^ the £trst> 
debate # the director selected this camera shot so- that the audfence 
could Vratch both candidates simultaneously. Table 6 provides the dat 

TABLE 6 about here 

/„ :.. 

for tll£#S camera shots. Even though the figure's are inflated due to 
the acciderjtal audio breakdown of Debate I, it is interestirig to note 



--t*at--tljer^2?50tr-our'~iK^^^ behind the panelksts » *Baclcr'^ 

aiid aecond, from behind the auaienod's back) were compl#te-ly ornitted 
in Mbate I'^nd were used Bparlngly. In Debates II and ill. Since 
both candidates were showri slmultaneous.ly in these caniera shots, 
there is no comparable data and, no advantage to either! candidate . 
There were, of course, camera shots of the full partel, sdngle 




TABLE 7 about here 



and the durations of these camera shot b. 

Plnally, there was one particularly unusual camera shot used? 

it occurred only in bebates II and III. 'Table 8'. reflects the data ' 

, __ ' ■ _________ ^ • ' ' ^ 

_„ , . __„______„_^_^_.__„ 

* TABLE 8 about hmxm ' ^ a : 

for a camera shot from Jbehlnd tha ^candidate's back/ a sort of vlevr or 
perspactive as it looked to the candidatas. Carter received 3 suah 
camera shots in Debate ll and Ford received 2 such camera /hots in 
Debate III. . 

Conclusions We beliaye that caniera shots as used in the* 197 6 
Ford/Cartar debate deserve 'Researcher • s attention. Overall^ we think 
that by accident or design^ the directors of the three networks ^hiah 
were Involved and the careful planning by the League of Women^ Voters 
should be eoimnended for general fairness in terf|s of camera shots' for 




btf€^ candidates. There are a number of Implicetions of carnera shots 



as used in presid^htial df Kateff f or tide future ^ " Careful .planning = 
would prevent the Use of camera shots giving any one candidate th€^ 
advantage over, thp* other candidate. We helieve^'that the information^ 
in this paper can sarve to poinC out |iotential dangers. As an example,* 
we point to the diffarencea in reaction shots in the Ford/Carter debatea,^ 
In our opinion^ Cart^ received soine slight advaiitaga since he receivad 
mort freque^nt and longer reaction shots than did Ford. , One way to 
cpmpletely eliminate any possible advantfage would be to use th^ wide 
angl^ camera shot ^htat dncludas both candidates slmultimfpusly througoii^^^ 
the entire debate sequence. However, this cure is probably worse than 
the Ullne,as since such a consistent camera^ §hot would be very dull. And, 
one of the most coiisistent criticisms was that the debates ware too dull. 
To add -consistent camera shots would, in our opinion, a&d tq the dullness 
and probably induce a heart attack in Marshall McLuhan. 

, We do believp that communication scholars should take, a serious 
look at technical features of such important televised events as the 

presidential debates. We hope thi.s papar will stimulate some to conrsider 

4 5 * ' 

the technical features of camera shots mora serloualy. 
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TABLE 1 



COMPARISONS ON-CAMBRA SPEAKING FREQUEMCJr hW TJMBS 



DEBATE I 



DEBATE II 



t 










totaa 








total 








fareq 


. aver 4 


ttjne 


ffrec. 


aver . 


time 


freg 


c 




€ 


' (2 


.50) 


898 


(14.97)- 


7 


(2 


.33) 


979 *(16. 


32-) 


7 


c 


iol low-up 


5 


(1 




-"M 8 


( 7.47) 


3 


( 


.92) 


166 ( 2. 


77 ) 


2 


.F 


arisporiss 


€ 




.94) 


698 


(11.63) 


"T- 


(2 


.21) 


930 (15. 


50 ) 


7 






€ 




-30) 


82 7 


(13.7 8)- 


1 . 


(2 


.24) 


941 (ISl 


68 ) 


7 


F 


dEoL low-up 


5 


(1 


.40) 


42 0 


< 7.O0) 


4 


(1 


.19) 


286 ( 4. 


77 ) 


4 


C 


xesponfie 


€ 


(1 


-80) 


64 6 


(10.77) 


1 


(1 


.80) 


757 (12. 


62 ) 


7 


C 


sumBiary 




'(3 


.07) 


18 4 


(3.07) 


1 


(3 


.25) 


195 ( 3. 


25 ) 


1 


F 


sunonacj' 


1 


(4 


.32) 


259 


< 4.32) 


2 


(I 


.23> 


74 ( 1* 23 ) 


a 



DEBATj: 311 
-total 



(2.19) ne 



(15 
( 1.43) 
(14.22) 

(15.30) 
( 4 ".98) 
(12.43) 

( 3-80) 
( 4.28) 



nuriibeis in paieiittieses e<5usl time estpressed in minuses 



' TABLE 2 

StlMWABV OP ON-CAMERA SPEAKING TIME PER DIBME 



DSBATjE I 

2175 (36,27) 
2204 (36.73) 



DEBATE ri 

2097 (34.9 5) 
2231 (37.18) 



DEiATE III 

1964 (33. 07) 
2327 (38. 78) 



ers in pareritheses equal tine escpressed in jninutes 



J TABLE 3 

Sm^Ll CACJOrDATE SflOTS - WHILE miK3NG 



Camera Shot 







F-I 


C-I 




C-I I 


F-III 


head/ shoulders 




33 


33 


46 


44 


■31 




Tot, Duiratien 


2 093 


2080 


17 90 


17 20 . 


"* 1476 


\ 


Aver, Duratioii 


6 3 


63 




39 


47 


head/shouL da rs 




'0 


0 


4 


7 


12 


hands 


CCot. Diiraticin 


o 


0 


196 


2 87 


64 0 




Aver • Dur at n 


0 


0 


49 


41 


53 


head/shoiilda^B 




0 


0 


4 


3 


1 


hands (ffroin 


^Qt, Duration 


0 


0 


' 51 


15 


13 


behina pantlist: Aver* Duration 


0 


0 


13 


5 


13 


bacK) 






















1 







dur^tiori Bumi are expressed in secoridB 



Coatibiiied 
I, II, II 

C-II I lota 

24 2 11 
1330 104 91 
55 50 



10 
451 
45 



1 

14 
14 



33 
1574 
48 



9 

93 
10 
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TABLE 4 



SINGLE REACTION CAMERA SHOTS 





r-r 


C-1 


F-ir 


c-ir 


F-III 


C-III 


Frequency 


2 


4 


16 


14 


1 


4 


To-tal Duration 


'9 


2lf 


77 


68 


\ 7 


36 


Average Diiratlon 


5- 


1 


5 


5 


7 


'9 



duration sums are expressed in aecorids 



TABLE 5 



DUAL REACTION CAMERA SHOTS 



F-l 




r 

p-ii 


c-ri 


F-III 


C-Ill 


0 


0 


16 


14 


6 


13 


0 


0 


105 


103 


89 


222 


0 


0 


7 


7 


15 


17 



Totals 
I, 11,111 
41 
224 
5 



Totals 
1,11, III 



Frequency 0 0 16 14 6 13 49 

Total Dura-tion 0 0 105 103 8 9 222 519 

Average Duration 0 0 7 7 15 17 11 



duration, sums are expressed in seconds 



i 
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TABLE 6 



DU^L CA^TDIDATE CAMERA SHOTS - NOT TALKING 

Camera Shot Debate' Debate Debate ' Totals 

I II HI I, II, III 

dual shot Frequency 22 - 3 * 7 32 

of both Total Duration 27 5 14 115 404 

candidates Average Duration ^12 5 16 13 

head/shoulders ^ 
hands 



I 



1 



dual shot Prequency j 8 ^ 3 11 

of both Total Duration 0 , 107 36 143 

candidates Average Duration 0 13 12 13 

from behiad 

panelists' ^ * 

back 



dual shot Prequenay ^0 ,2 ,1 3 

of both Total Duration ^0 21 16 37 

candidates Average Duration 0 . 11 16 12 

fro;ii behind 

panelists' 

and audiences* 

back 



duration sums are expreised in seconds 
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TABLE 7 



J 



PULl PANEL, INDIViptJ^L PANELISTS, AND MODERATOR CAMERA SHOTS 



full 


Freq* 
Aver . 


nil i fin 

Duration 


D-1 
2 
16 


D-ri 

13 
4 6. 
5 


D-lIl 

5 

.4 0 
8 


single 
panel 


Freq* 
Tot • 
Aver. 


Duration 
Duration 


27 
607 
22 


25 

43 0 

17 


24 

f "5 T 

532 
26 


moderator 


Freq. 

Tot, 

Aver* 


Duration 
Duration 


8 

186 

23 


6 

L2 9 

22 


8 

104 
13 


duration. 


sums are 


expressed^ 


in seconds 










TABLE 8 










UNUSUAL 


CAMERA SHOTS 





Combined 
D-I, D-II ,D-Ii 
totals 
20 
102 
5 

76 
165 9 
22 

22 
419 
is . 



F-ii 



/ 

C-{ll 



ill C-III 



Freq. 


0 


0 


0 


3 


2 


0 


Tot. Duration 


0 


0 


0 


39 


13 


0 


Aver. Duration 


0 


0 


0 


13 


7 


0 



single 
cancJidata 
shot froia 
behind back 



duration sums are eKpressed in seconds 



Combined 
I. 11,11 
Totals 

5 
52 
10 



17 
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_ ^ camari 



The yariouB taamara shots inGluded (1) head/BhouIdexs^ 
(2) head/shoulders/hands ^ (3) diaal candidate' shots v?hile not 
talking^ (4) single canflidatje reaction shots, (5) dual candidate 
reaction shotSr (6) du^l ^hot of both candidates head/shoulders/ 
hands^ (7) dual shot of both caiididates he^d/shoulders/hands/f rom 
behind panellBts ' backf (8) du^l shot of both candidates head/ 
Bhoulders/hands/froin behind audience back, (9) head/shoulders/ 
hands of single c^didate from behind panelist's back^ (10)^ single 
candidate , shot from behind the candidate's back (i.e*/ over the 
c^ndida^te's shpulder) ^ (11) full panels (12) single panelis^/ and 
(13) mod^rat^rl^ 

^Sea Gmr^M M* ^Goldhaber\ Jerry K, Frye^ D. Thomas Porter, and 

i . - ' • 

Michmel P. ¥atas^ "The Jmage of the Candidates; A Communication 

Analysis of the Ford/Carter Debates I, II * and III," Regources iii 

Education {NQveiaber , 197 7 ) . 
3 

See Goldhaber^ Prye^ Porter, and Yates, p. 4. 

4 ' j_ _ = 

See Mark X* Knapp^ . Nonverbal Conunuiilca tlon in Human interat xon 

^{New York: Holt, Rinehart and P^inston, Inc, , 1972)^ pp. 9-12. 

^Soine scholars have looked at camera shots seriously and we 

acknbv/ledga some of them here. See, for eKample^ Robert Williains^ 
T 

the Value of V^arying Television Shots Journal of Broadcasting , 
IX, (Winter, 1965) , pp. 33-43; Robert Schlater, **Effect of Irrelevant 
Visual^iues on Recall of Televised Mesaages," Jqurnaj. of Broadcasting » 
,X1V (Winter, 1969)^ pp. 63-7 0. 
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